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technology, expanded the use of envi-
ronmentally sensitive products such as 
recycled paper and vegetable-oil inks, 
and developed the technology and data-
bases supporting GPO Access, GPO’s 
award winning online information dis-
semination service. As a result of these 
changes, citizen access to Government 
information has been substantially im-
proved, and the productivity increases 
from new technology have permitted 
substantial staff downsizing and in-
creased savings to the taxpayers. Be-
yond these achievements, Mr. 
Rottmann was widely considered an 
able administrator and a friend by 
GPO’s employees. 

Mr. Rottmann earned numerous GPO 
awards, served as an apprentice train-
ing representative, completed several 
training programs, and is a graduate of 
the Federal Executive Institute in 
Charlottesville, VA. 

I extend congratulations and sincere 
appreciation to Mr. Rottmann for his 
53 years of dedicated public service to 
Congress and the Nation, and I wish 
him a long and happy retirement.∑ 

f 

HONORING THE 150TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF BUREAU COUNTY RE-
PUBLICAN 

∑ Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to congratulate the 
Bureau County Republican on its 150th 
anniversary. 

Since 1847, the people of Princeton 
and Bureau County have turned to the 
Republican for accurate news and in-
formation. What began as a small, 
weekly paper dedicated to the aboli-
tion of slavery is now known as the pri-
mary local morning newspaper in the 
region. 

The Bureau County Republican is a 
great American success story, and Illi-
nois is proud of its long and distin-
guished history. 

In honor of the paper’s sesquicenten-
nial, I ask that an article from the 
January 2, 1997, edition of the Bureau 
County Republican be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
THE TRADITION OF COMMUNITY PUBLISHING 

GROWS 

The Bureau County Advocate was first 
published on December 2, 1847 by Ebenezer 
Higgins. 

Justin Olds and J.M. Wilkinson purchased 
the Advocate in the summer of 1851 and 
changed its name to the Princeton Post. In 
1858, the Princeton Post was changed to the 
Bureau County Republican. John W. Bailey I 
purchased the Bureau County Republican in 
1863. In the early days, he was identified with 
the Abolition Party and also with the under-
ground railroad. 

According to the ‘‘Big Bureau and Bright 
Prairies’’ edited by Doris Parr Leonard and 
published by the Bureau County Board of Su-
pervisors, Bailey, 33, had worked in Ohio, In-
diana, Tennessee and Washington, D.C. and 
was directed to Princeton by Joseph Medill 
of the Chicago Tribune who had heard that a 
paper was for sale in the county seat of Bu-
reau County. Ironically both the Bureau 
County Republican and the Chicago Tribune 
were founded the same year, 1847. 

He continued as head of the Republican for 
40 years until his death May 28, 1903. He was 
succeeded by his son, Harry U. Bailey, who 
also headed the paper for 40 years until his 
death Sept. 20, 1943. 

Third in the line of Baileys to head the 
newspaper was John W. Bailey III, son of H. 
U. Bailey. He was publisher from 1943 until 
his death May 13, 1946, in a fire in his home. 
His widow, the former Mary Potter of Henry, 
whose life he had saved in the fire, subse-
quently became the publisher and continued 
that role for 31 years. 

John W. Bailey III, a graduate of the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin, had become a junior 
partner in 1935 and had directed his efforts 
toward a vigorous program to make the Re-
publican a stronger force, enhancing the po-
tential of Princeton as a mercantile, agricul-
tural and small industrial center. 

In June 1963, the newspaper which had been 
a weekly since its inception, became a semi- 
weekly. Thursday’s paper remained the Re-
publican while the newspaper published on 
Tuesday was called the Bureau County 
Record. 

On May 12, 1977, the BCR/Record was sold 
to the B. F. Shaw Printing Co., publishers of 
the Dixon Evening Telegraph. 

Illinois Valley Shopping News was pur-
chased in 1982 replacing the Bureau County 
Advertiser. 

In 1987, the Saturday edition was added and 
in 1992 the BCR converted to an AM news-
paper, making it the only local morning 
newspaper. 

The Bureau County Republican won the 
distinction of being the best weekly news-
paper in the state in 1988 and 1991 as judged 
by the Illinois Press Association in winning 
the Will Loomis and Harold and Eva White 
trophies. 

Publishers succeeding Mary Bailey have 
included William DeLost, William Shaw, 
Vern Brown, Robert Sorenson and Sam R. 
Fisher, current publisher. 

Editors have included Theodore A. 
Duffield, Scott Caldwell, James Dunn, Ron 
DeBrock and James F. Troyer, and current 
editor, Lori Hamer. 
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A HIGH PROBABILITY OF FAILURE 

∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, we 
now have a consensus that the year 
2000 is going to arrive before the Fed-
eral Government has prepared its com-
puters for the date. 

Yesterday, in a hearing held by my 
esteemed colleague Representative 
STEPHEN HORN, officials from the Gen-
eral Accounting Office [GAO] warned 
that many of the Government’s com-
puters will stop working in 2000 be-
cause agencies have failed to take the 
appropriate precautions. Joel 
Willemsen, GAO’s Director of Informa-
tion Resources Management, warned: 
‘‘There is a high probability there will 
be some failures.’’ 

Though widely pronounced in small 
circles for a year now, this fact is now 
being heralded by the General Account-
ing Office—Congress’ dutiful investiga-
tive arm. To its credit GAO has added 
the year 2000 problem to its list of 
‘‘High Risk Government Programs;’’ 
promised to report periodically on the 
status of the agencies’ responses; asked 
agencies to focus on their most critical 
computer systems; and now, has 
warned that we must be prepared for 
some amount of failure. 

Are we ready for failure? In Medicare 
payments? In our air traffic control 
system? In our national defense sys-
tem? We must act, and place responsi-
bility in a body to ensure compliance. 
My bill, S. 22, would set up a commis-
sion to do just that. I can only hope 
that my colleagues and the leaders of 
the executive agencies take heed of 
GAO’s warnings of probable failure. 

I ask that an article from today’s 
Washington Post entitled ‘‘Double Zero 
Will Arrive Before the Fix’’ be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Feb. 25, 1997] 

DOUBLE ZERO WILL ARRIVE BEFORE THE FIX 
GAO SAYS REPROGRAMMING SOME COMPUTERS 

FOR 2000 IS RUNNING LATE 
(By Rajiv Chandrasekaran) 

The General Accounting Office warned for 
the first time yesterday that some of the 
government’s computers will stop working in 
2000 because agencies will not be able to fin-
ish reprogramming their equipment to un-
derstand years that do not begin with ‘‘19.’’ 

‘‘There is a high probability there will be 
some failures,’’ Joel Willemssen, the GAO’s 
director of information resources manage-
ment, told a House subcommittee. He urged 
government agencies to focus their efforts on 
the country’s most critical computer sys-
tems, including those that handle air traffic 
control, Medicare and national defense. 

Many large computer systems use a two- 
digit, year-dating system that assumes 1 and 
9 are the first two digits of the year. If not 
reprogrammed, those computers will think 
the year 2000—or 00—actually is 1900, a glitch 
that could cripple many systems or lead 
them to generate erroneous data. 

It’s a particularly serious problem for the 
federal government, experts said, because 
most agencies have older computers that use 
the two-digit system. Earlier this month, the 
GAO, the watchdog arm of Congress, added 
the ‘‘Year 2000 problem’’ to its list of high- 
risk issues facing the nation. 

The GAO does not have any estimates on 
how many computers—or which systems— 
might fail in 2000. 

Although every Cabinet department has 
told the Office of Management and Budget 
that it is aware of the complicated and cost-
ly process of fixing its computers, some con-
gressional leaders yesterday questioned 
whether the agencies were moving fast 
enough and have allotted enough money to 
make the changes in time. Some agencies 
still are studying—and have not yet begun 
actually reprogramming—their systems, ac-
cording to a recent OMB report. 

‘‘Only a few of them have specific, realistic 
plans to solve the problem before the stroke 
of midnight on the last day of 1999,’’ said 
Rep. Stephen Horn (R-Calif.), chairman of 
the House subcommittee on government 
management, information and technology, 
who oversaw yesterday’s hearing before an 
overflow crowd. Six departmental chief in-
formation officers testified before the panel, 
each trying to describe just how complex the 
glitch will be to fix. 

At the State Department, for example, 
chief information office Eliza McClenaghan 
said there are 141 programs totaling 27.7 mil-
lion lines of computer code written in 17 pro-
gramming languages that need to be 
changed. Almost half of the code cannot be 
reprogrammed and will have to be replaced, 
she said. 

Others highlighted the fact that many gov-
ernment officials only recently have become 
aware of the problem. 

‘‘I didn’t even know there was such a thing 
as a year 2000 problem until August,’’ said 
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Michael P. Huerta, the acting chief informa-
tion officer at the Department of Transpor-
tation, which last year was given an ‘‘F’’ by 
Horn for its inattention to the date issue. 

Horn and Rep. Thomas M. David III (R-Va.) 
said they were concerned that some agencies 
have allotted only six or seven months to 
test the changes to their computer systems. 
Yesterday the GAO recommended agencies 
give themselves at least a year for testing. 

‘‘They’re pushing the envelope so close to 
D-Day,’’ Horn said. 

The chief information officers, however, 
promised the subcommittee that their sys-
tems would be fixed in time. ‘‘You can be 
confident we’ll get the job done,’’ said Em-
mett Paige Jr., an assistant secretary of de-
fense. He complained that a requirement to 
report the department’s progress regularly 
to the OMB, the GAO and the subcommittee 
‘‘stretches our resources [to fix the glitch] a 
little thinner.’’ 

Some computer systems already are expe-
riencing the date problem, said Keith A. 
Rhodes, a GAO technical director. A Defense 
Department contractor last month received 
a 97-year delinquency notice on a three-year 
contract due to be completed in January 
2000, he said. 

Horn also questioned the OMB’s latest cost 
estimate for fixing the problem, which it has 
pegged at about $2.3 billion. After the hear-
ing, Horn called the figure ‘‘way too low’’ be-
cause it does not include devices such as ele-
vators that rely on microprocessors that 
might need to be reprogrammed. The esti-
mate also does not take into account higher 
labor costs for computer programmers as De-
cember 1999 draws closer, he said. 

Yesterday, some department officials stood 
by their estimates, while others took the op-
portunity to slightly revise projections. The 
Department of Transportation, for example, 
added $10 million to its estimate, raising it 
to about $90 million. At the Defense Depart-
ment, which faces the largest problem of any 
federal agency, Paige said its current $1.2 
billion price tag is only temporary. 

‘‘I submit that as we continue the assess-
ment [of computer systems], that figure will 
continue to rise,’’ Paige said.∑ 

f 

POPULATION ASSISTANCE 

∑ Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
ask that the following background 
statement be printed in the RECORD. 

The statement follows: 
[From the National Right to Life 

Committee, Inc., Jan. 28, 1997] 
BACKGROUND ON THE CLINTON ADMINISTRA-

TION’S PROMOTION OF ABORTION THROUGH 
THE STATE DEPARTMENT AND THE FOREIGN 
AID PROGRAM FOR ‘‘POPULATION ASSIST-
ANCE’’ 
Abortion should not, and need not, be 

interjected into the ‘‘population assistance’’ 
program as the Clinton Administration has 
done. At the end of the Bush Administration, 
under the pro-life ‘‘Mexico City Policy’’ (de-
scribed below), the U.S. ‘‘population assist-
ance’’ program provided 45% of the total pool 
of ‘‘family planning’’ funds contributed by 
all donor nations. Much of this money went 
to some 400 private foreign organizations 
that provided non-abortion services in devel-
oping countries. 

NRLC takes no position on contraception, 
or on federal funding of contraceptive serv-
ices, whether in the U.S. or overseas. 
Throughout the Reagan and Bush Adminis-
tration, NRLC testified that it had no objec-
tion regarding the increases in ‘‘population 
assistance’’ funding that were approved dur-
ing that era, because the Reagan-Bush ‘‘Mex-
ico City Policy’’ governed those funds. The 

‘‘Mexico City Policy,’’ in effect from 1984 
through 1992, provided that U.S. population 
assistance funds would not support private 
foreign organizations that perform abortions 
(except in cases of life endangerment, rape, 
or incest) or lobby to legalize abortion in for-
eign nations. 

However, President Clinton radically 
changed the thrust of the program. Upon 
taking office, he immediately nullified the 
Mexico City Policy. Subsequently, the Clin-
ton Administration granted massive funding 
to certain organizations that are heavily in-
volved in promoting the legalization and pro-
vision of abortion in foreign nations, chief 
among these the London-based International 
Planned Parenthood Federation (IPPF). 
(IPPF–London had refused to accept U.S. 
funds under the Mexico City Policy. How-
ever, about half [57] of IPPF’s national affili-
ates did accept U.S. funds under the ‘‘Mexico 
City’’ conditions.) 

IPPF–London has often made it clear that 
the legalization of abortion and the expan-
sion of abortion networks are among its pri-
mary goals. The IPPF’s 1992 mission state-
ment, Strategic Plan-Vision 2000, repeatedly 
and unambiguously instructs IPPF’s 140 na-
tional affiliate organizations to work to le-
galize abortion as part of a mandate to ‘‘ad-
vocate for changes in restrictive national 
laws, policies, practices and traditions.’’ Pre-
cise strategies for accomplishing this end are 
discussed in the summary of IPPF’s Mauri-
tius Conference. (See ‘‘Promotion of Abor-
tion in the Developing World by the IPPF,’’ 
Population Research Institute report, 1996) 
‘‘Progress’’ toward abortion legalization that 
IPPF has recently accomplished in specific 
nations (including Thailand, Nepal, Sri 
Lanka, and Uruguay) are described in the 
IPPF Annual Report Supplement in 1994–95. 

Donald P. Warwick of the Harvard Insti-
tute for International Development has writ-
ten the IPPF ‘‘has in word and deed been one 
of the foremost lobbyists for abortion in the 
developing countries.’’ In a 1996 report, the 
Population Research Institute observed: ‘‘No 
other organization has done more to spread 
abortion throughout the world than the 
International Planned Parenthood Federa-
tion . . . the IPPF has forcefully and repeat-
edly stated its intention to assist in the le-
galization of abortion in every country of 
the world . . . and has also voiced its willing-
ness to equip abortion centers and provide 
the expertise required to perform abortions 
on a massive scale.’’ 

The Clinton Administration has pressured 
foreign governments to get in line with its 
forcefully declared doctrine that legal ‘‘abor-
tion is a fundamental right of all women.’’ 
Indeed, on March 16, 1994, Secretary of State 
Warren Christopher sent an ‘‘action cable’’ 
to all U.S. diplomats and consular posts. The 
cable called for ‘‘senior level diplomatic 
interventions’’ to urge host governments to 
support U.S. priorities for an upcoming U.N. 
population conference. The cable read: ‘‘The 
priority issues for the U.S. include assuring 
. . . access to safe abortion. [. . .] The 
United States believes that access to safe, 
legal and voluntary abortion is a funda-
mental right of all women.’’ 

In May, 1993, Under Secretary of State Tim 
Wirth gave a speech on population control in 
which he proclaimed, ‘‘A government which 
is violating basic human rights should not 
hide behind the defense of sovereignty . . . 
Our position is to support reproductive 
choice, including access to safe abortion.’’ At 
about the same time, Mr. Wirth said that the 
Administration goal was to make this ‘‘re-
productive choice’’ available to every woman 
in the world by 2,000 AD. At the 1994 Cairo 
conference on population control, sponsored 
by the United Nations Population Fund 
(UNFPA), and at more recent U.N.-sponsored 

conferences, the Clinton Administration has 
zealously promoted this doctrine, and has 
brought pressures to bear on delegates that 
resist it. 

Groups that support the Administration’s 
abortion doctrine often insist that ‘‘U.S. law 
already prohibits the use of population as-
sistance funds for abortion.’’ This is a red 
herring. The ‘‘existing law’’ referred to is the 
1973 Helms Amendment to the Foreign As-
sistance Act, it has been construed very nar-
rowly, as barring the direct use of U.S. funds 
to pay for abortion procedures overseas. But 
the real issue is not the direct payment for 
individual abortion procedures, but the Clin-
ton Administration’s perversion of the popu-
lation assistance program to promote the le-
galization and expansion of access to abor-
tion as a birth control method in developing 
nations. It is noteworthy that after less than 
three months in office, the White House 
urged Congress to repeal the Helms Amend-
ment, declaring abortion to be ‘‘part of the 
overall approach to population control’’ 
(White House press security, April 1, 1993). 

The Clinton Administration’s extrapo-
lations regarding how many abortions U.S. 
funds supposedly ‘‘prevent’’ completely ig-
nore the abortion-promoting activities of the 
Administration and those of its taxpayer- 
funded surrogates such as IPPF. For exam-
ple, they completely disregard the vast in-
creases in the number of abortions that re-
sult when a nation’s laws protecting the un-
born are removed. As Stanley Henshaw, dep-
uty director of research for the Alan 
Guttmacher Institute, a pro-abortion advo-
cacy group, acknowledged in a June 16, 1994 
document, ‘‘In most countries, it is common 
after abortion is legalized for abortion rates 
to rise sharply for several years, then sta-
bilize, just as we have seen in the United 
States.’’ 

The Clinton Administration’s overseas 
abortion crusade is on a collision course with 
the laws, and the cultural and religious val-
ues, that predominate in most developing na-
tions, including nearly all of Latin America, 
most of Africa, and many places in Asia. 
About 95 U.N. member states have laws that 
permit abortion only in narrowly defined cir-
cumstances. These laws cover 37 percent of 
the world’s population, or over two billion 
(2,000,000,000) persons. (Under Secretary 
Wirth has been quoted as saying that all ex-
cept 17 U.N. countries ‘‘permit’’ abortion, 
but this is highly misleading, since he refers 
only to nations with total bans on abortion. 
Typical abortion laws in developing nations, 
permitting abortion only to save the life of 
the mother or in other narrowly defined cir-
cumstances, are far removed from the Ad-
ministration’s ‘‘fundamental right,’’ abor-
tion-on-demand doctrine.) 

ACTION DURING THE 104TH CONGRESS 
During 1995, the House of Representatives 

repeatedly voted in favor of amendments of-
fered by Congressman Chris Smith (R–NJ), 
the chairman of the House International Re-
lations Subcommittee on International Op-
erations and Human Rights, to restore the 
Reagan-Bush policy. The Smith language 
would deny U.S. ‘‘population assistance’’ 
funds to foreign private organizations that 
perform abortions (except life of the mother, 
rape, or incest), that violate foreign abortion 
laws, or that lobby to change foreign abor-
tion laws. (Note: neither the Mexico City 
Policy, nor the Smith amendments, placed 
any restrictions no counseling regarding 
legal abortions.) However, the White House 
threatened to veto any bill that contained 
Rep. Smith’s language, which contributed to 
the defeat of the House-passed language in 
the Senate. 

Finally in January, 1996, in order to dis-
entangle the foreign operations appropria-
tions bill (HR 1868) from this debate, a com-
promise was reached under which (1) the 
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